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disposition, the words " order or disposition " enlarge the
word " possession " so as to include something beyond
visible occupation by a reputed owner (/). The questions
as to whose possession the goods are in and in whose
order and disposition are questions of fact (g).
By decisions under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, it has
been held that goods to corne within section 15 (5) must
be in the sole possession and the sole reputed ownership
of the bankrupt (h).
In his Trade or Business.—The words " in his trade
or business " which first appear in the Bankruptcy Act,
1883, and were substituted for the wider words " being a
trader," which were used in section 15 (5) of the Bank-
ruptcy Act, 1869, restrict the operation of the subsection
to those persons only who carry on a trade or business,
and to such of those persons' goods only, as are in their
possession order or disposition for the purpose of or in
connection with, their trade or business (i). Such goods,
therefore, as household furniture are excluded, unless, of
course, acquired and used for the trade or business.
The goods must not be merely employed in the bankrupt's
trade or business, but acquired for the purposes of the
business and used for those purposes (/). Goods which
are owned by a third party (e.g., the owner of goods let out
on hire) are not within the section unless they are left with
the bankrupt under such circumstances that as reputed
owner he could have sold them or otherwise obtained credit
(/) Shavman v. Mason, [1899"1 2 Q.B. 679, per Darling, J., at p. 687 ;
5 Digest 787, 6744.
(g) Edmands v. Best (1862), 1 New Rep. 30 ; 5 Digest 750, 6475.
E.v parte Emerson, Re Hawkins (1871), 41 L.J. Bey. 20 ; 5 Digest 756,
6515. And see generally, p. 188 et seq.
(h) Ex parte Dorman, Re Lake (1872), 8 Ch. App. 51 ; 5 Digest 763,
656T. Ex parte Fletcher, Re Bainbridge (1878), 8 Ch. D. 218 ; 5 Digest
763, 6562.
(i) Re Jenkinson, Ex parte Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Bank
(1885), 15 Q.B.D. 441 ; 5 Digest 787, 6743; Colonial Bank v. Whinney
(1885), 30 Ch.D. 261 per Cotton, L.J., at p. 274; 5 Digest 787, 6745.
(j) Colonial Bank v. Whinney (supra), per Lindley, L.J., at p. 281.
This case was reversed in the House of Lords (1886), 11 App. Cas. 426,
but the dicta referred to here and in the previous note were not inter-
fered with. Lamb v. Wright 6- Co., [1924] 1 K.B. 857 ; Digest Supp.

